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been mentioned. At this time the cloth was exported either
partly finished or undyed, with the result that all the finer cloths
were dressed and dyed abroad. William Cockayne, an alder-
man of the City of London, proposed that he and other pro-
moters should be granted a patent to finish all cloth in England
before exportation. They calculated that from £600,000 to
£700,000 a year would be added to the value of the cloth
exported, and James was to receive £300,000 of this. Lavish
bribes are said to have enlisted the support of many courtiers,
and the king yielded to the temptation. It may be that he failed
to perceive the real motive of Cockayne and his associates—
to break the monopoly of the Merchant Adventurers. At any
rate the privileges of the Merchant Adventurers, who had
hitherto exported much of the cloth, were suspended, and a
new company formed in order to deliver the cloth abroad.
The exportation of undyed and undressed cloth was prohibited
in 1614. This ambitious scheme was a disastrous failure and
seriously injured English export trade of cloth. The new com-
pany was unable to dye much of the cloth available, and what
it did dye was so badly done that foreigners would not buy it.
The Dutch, angry at the threat to their dyeing industry, pro-
hibited the importation of dyed cloth, and began themselves
to manufacture cloth. In the end, James found it necessary to
dissolve the new company and to re-establish the old, but by
this time part of the foreign market had been lost. The natural
consequence was that while a few favourite courtiers filled their
pockets, the textile industry suffered a severe, if not incurable,
wound, and the regular channels of trade were disorganized,
In many regards the reign of Charles I was similar to that
of his father* Apart from a sharp though brief depression about
1630, trade flourished until the late 30*5, when there was another
depression, which reached its most acute stage .in 1640. Again
the Crown must bear much of the blame for the gradual darken-
ing of fair trading prospects. Like his father, Charles I endea-
voured to increase his revenue by monopolies. The weakness
of the statute of 1624 was that it contained no provisions against
granting monopolies to companies. The method actually em-
ployed was simple. A monopoly was granted to a corporation
which promised a substantial annual sum to the Crown. An
example is provided by the coal trade. The hostmen of New-
castle controlled the export of coal from that town, and some

